Millennials, or those born between 1980 and 1998, face unique financial situations relative to the general population. With increasing levels of educational loans and debt, many choose to live with their parents as a means of financial support, thus resulting in differing financial behaviors when compared to Millennials who live independently. This paper analyzes the effect of parental coresidence on debt, asset ownership, and asset values. We find evidence linking parental coresidence with decreases in magnitude and likelihood of having debt, along with significant differences in "risky" and "safe" asset ownership and valuations. Moreover, we find causal evidence that parental coresidence is used as a mechanism to decrease general debt.
| INTRODUCTION
Generation Y, commonly referred to as "Millennials," are a subset of approximately one-third of the United States population who experience a myriad of behavioral characteristics that deviate from their predecessors (CEA, 2014) .
1 Such deviations include, but are not limited to, living through a significant recession, having a higher propensity to enroll in college, living closer to family and friends, experiencing less gender biases in the workforce, and being less likely to own a home (CEA, 2014) . Some of these deviations could have significant financial implications for Millennials. The fact that Millennials have higher enrollment rates in college implies that more student loans will be acquired. The Great Recession experienced by Millennials can affect risk tolerances with regard to financial investment decisions (Malmendier & Nagel, 2011) . Further, the Housing Market
Crisis which led to the Great Recession may affect mortgage behaviors, and an increased rate of coresidence with parents. In 2016, 15% of Millennials age 25 to 35 years old were coresiding with their parents. This was an increase of 5 percentage points over the percent of Generation Xers who lived with their parents in 2000, when they were in the 25 to 35 age group (Fry, 2017) . Many young adults have the option to continue living with their parents (or return after having left), thus creating different living scenarios which may alter financial gains, losses, and responsibilities (or lack thereof).
2 In this paper, we examine Millennial financial behaviors, placing emphasis on Boomerang Millennials, who return to live or continue to live with their parents after the age of 18. Specifically, we analyze how parental coresidence (Millennial Boomerang bias) affects asset and debt levels.
Our results indicate significant differences in the likelihood of holding certain asset or debt classes, along with significantly different portfolio allocations between young adults who live with their parent(s) relative to those who are independent. Specifically, we find that individuals living with both parents are less likely to hold transaction accounts, are less likely to have general debt, are more likely to have educational loans, have lower general debt balances, and have higher educational loan balances. Individuals that live with both parents also have higher transaction account balances and higher stock/mutual fund values. Individuals that live with their mothers are more likely to own stocks/mutual funds, are less likely to own bonds, have lower bond account values, have higher educational loan values, and are more likely to have educational loans.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses related literature. Section 3 presents the data. Section 4 presents the empirical framework and hypotheses. Section 5 discusses the results and Section 6 concludes.
| MILLENNIAL BACKGROUND

| Savings rates
It is estimated that 40% of young adults do not regularly contribute to a savings account, and 55% do not contribute to an Individual Retirement Account (IRA) or other retirement account (Lusardi, Mitchell, & Curto, 2009) . Less than 33% of young adults lack basic knowledge of interest rates, inflation, and risk diversification (Lusardi et al., 2009) . Numerous research studies cite formal financial education as being a crucial factor and directly linked to financial decision-making and net worth gains in an individual's lifetime (Bernheim, Garrett, & Maki, 2001; Lusardi, 2004; Lusardi et al., 2009) . Lacking formal education is associated with lower stock market participation and retirement account ownerships. However, formal financial education does not always translate into financial literacy (see Gale & Levine, 2010; Willis, 2011) .
Using the 2012 National Financial Capability Study, Friedline and West (2015) find that only 19% of Millennials aged 18 to 34 were categorized as being "financially capable," or owning a savings account and having received a financial education, whereas only 8% of lower-income (those with less than $25,000 per annum) Millennials were "financially capable." The findings also show that "financially capable" Millennials are 176% more likely to afford unforeseen expenses as well as 30% less likely to hold "burdensome debt" than not "financially capable" Millennials.
| Debt
Relative to the general population, a higher percentage of young adults (85% vs. 75%) hold debt (Chiteji, 2007) . The percentage of young adults holding debt has been stable for several decades and thus is not Millennial-specific, yet average debt rose from approximately $8,000 to $25,000 per young adult between 1983 and 2001 (Chiteji, 2007) . Added aggregate debt levels are caused by numerous factors, ranging from easier credit access to student debt. Dettling and Hsu (2014) find that between 2001 and 2013, Millennials have experienced a decline in net worth, a phenomena driven mostly by a decrease in asset holdings. However, they also find the median young adult held more debt relative to young adults in 1989. Dwyer, McCloud, and Hodson (2012) focus on educational debt and graduation rates using the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY97) to determine marginal benefits of obtaining debt and the ability of debt to increase the likelihood of graduating on-time. Making the distinction between public and private colleges, they find that for private colleges, attaining more educational debt leads to a linear increase in the likelihood of graduating. For public colleges, however, the relationship is parabolic. Increasing educational loans up to $10,000 leads to an increase in graduation rates, while borrowing more than $10,000 leads to a decrease in graduation rates. Such patterns are found to be a result of differences in socioeconomic status. Dwyer et al. (2012) find that attrition from public universities due to debt are a result of less advantaged students being unable to absorb the negative impacts of educational debts after a certain threshold.
Students can receive money from parental transfers to help ameliorate the burden of educational financing. However, many students find the need to obtain additional work hours to supplement their education financing. Kalenkoski and Pabilonia (2010) find that students in 4-year colleges are more reliant on parental transfers, whereas students in 2-year colleges find themselves more dependent on working to obtain funding. Zhan and Xiang (2014) analyze relationships between educational loans and wealth, determining that increasing educational loans result in a decrease in future net worth, financial and nonfinancial assets, and the value of primary housing. Mirroring Elliott and Beverly (2011) , an increase in educational loans appears to have an initial effect of increasing future wealth, until debt levels reach the upper quartile of the educational debt distribution, after which net worth decreases (Zhan & Xiang, 2014) . Bleemer, Brown, Lee, and Van der Klaauw (2014) find that young adults with student loan debt burdens are also more likely to exhibit parental coresidence. Dettling and Hsu (2018) also conclude that borrowing constraints of young adults lead to an increased likelihood of parental coresidence. While they find that increased student and auto loans actually are negatively related to the time a young adult spends with his/her parent(s), the delinquency and mismanagement of debt is positively related to the time spent coresiding. Another factor contributing to the coresidence rate among Millennials is the housing market bubble prior to the Great Recession. Between 2003 and 2012, for individuals between 25 and 30 years of age, there was a steady increase in young adults choosing to coreside with their parents (Bleemer et al., 2014) .
| Parental coresidence
Ex ante, it is not clear how the coresidence rates would differ between young adults coming from more affluent backgrounds versus young adults coming from less affluent backgrounds. While young adults from affluent families may have the resources to live independently, affluent parents would likely have the means to support the coresiding child. Additionally, young adults may be incentivized to coreside with their affluent parents, in order to maintain a higher standard of living compared to being independent. Conversely, young adults from less affluent families may choose to decrease the financial burden of their parents by living independently. However, by choosing to live with their parents, less affluent young adults may be able to pool resources with their parents and thereby obtain higher utility as a family unit. Thus, family wealth backgrounds lead to mixed determinants for offspring coresidence. For example, Kahn, Goldscheider, and García-Manglano (2013) find that nonCaucasian, lower education, unemployed, or lower than median personal income young adults were more likely to live with a parent (a reversal in the trend which was studied between 1960 and 2010). In contrast, Cobb-Clark and Gørgens (2014) find that young adults tend to leave their family residence earlier, if the families are welfare recipients. Cobb-Clark and Gørgens (2014) also substantiate that financial support of young adults coresiding may lead to financial irresponsibility in the form of not seeking employment or studying for college. These mixed results make it more pressing to determine not only the associations between financial decisions and parental coresidence, but also the direction in which the associations flow.
Sandberg-Thoma, Snyder, and Jang (2015) find young adults with less than a high school education were 45% more likely to return to their parents' home; those with some college education were 49% less likely; those with a college degree were 38% less likely; and those with more than a college degree were 69% less likely to return home upon initially leaving. Kahn et al. (2013) find that males were more likely than females to live with their parents, and cite wage stagnation and general delays in marriage. 3 The study also finds unemployment to influence young adults' decision to move back with their parents, as employed young adults were less likely than unemployed young adults to coreside with parent(s). The current literature focuses on the characteristics of young adults that tend to coreside with parents. There are numerous open questions regarding how coresidence is related to financial behaviors. Given the unique characteristics and experiences of Millennials, we look at the connection between Millennial coresidence and financial behaviors. We specifically focus on financial behaviors related to debt, risky assets, and safe assets.
| HYPOTHESES
To develop our hypotheses, we consider a stylized, two period, utility maximization model of consumption, debt, investment, and savings behavior (similar to McElroy, 1985) in which the Millennial also chooses coresidence. At the beginning of Period 1, the young adult decides whether to be independent or live with parents. In Period 1, the young adult i works and earns y i1 , consumes c i , saves s i , invests in a risky asset a i , and incurs debt level d i . The risk free rate on saving is r f and the risky asset a has an expected return of E [r a ] = πr 2 + (1 − π)r 1 where E[r a ] > r f , r 2 > r f > r 1 , and 0 < π < 1. The utility of young adult i is given as:
, where p i is parental transfers, d i is debt level, and F is utility from living alone. δ 2(0,1) where 1 indicates living with parent(s) and 0 indicates living alone. In the second period, the young adult pays off debt, consumes from both wages and investment income, and then dies at the end of Period 2. Young adults choose s, a, d i , and δ to maximize utility. p i and F are given. The goal of our empirical analysis is to understand the relationship between parental coresidence (δ) and the other choice variables d, s, and a.
Millennials may move in with their parents as a result of credit constraints (Dettling & Hsu, 2018) . Millennials also could take advantage of less assumed financial responsibility as a result of coresidence and therefore accrue more unsecured debt and postpone financial independency. For our analysis, we make the distinction between educational loans and general debt (not including educational loans) with respect to the analysis. Specifically, we test three hypotheses related to debt: (H1) general debt (a) ownership levels and (b) valuation are correlated with parental coresidence; (H2) educational loan (a) ownership levels and (b) valuation are correlated with parental coresidence; and (H3) parental coresidence is used as a mechanism for general debt reduction.
With regard to asset accumulation, Kahn et al. (2013) find that individuals of lower socioeconomic status are more likely to move away from their parents at an earlier age, relative to those of higher socioeconomic status. Potentially greater parental financial transfers from more affluent families may result in their coresiding children experiencing higher asset accumulations, higher asset values, and more debt reduction. In contrast, it is possible that those who coreside with their parents may be less likely to own certain assets than those who live independently, since accumulations and higher valuations of assets may be associated with total financial dependency. Correspondingly, we test two additional hypotheses: (H4) "Risky" asset (a) ownership levels and (b) valuation are correlated with parental coresidence, and (H5) "Safe" asset (a) ownership levels and (b) valuation are correlated with parental coresidence. We define risky assets as stock or mutual funds held by households. We separately test two types of safe assets: bonds (corporate bonds, municipal bonds, treasury bills, and certificates of deposit, CD) and transaction accounts (savings, checking, and money market accounts). Detailed descriptions of the various asset types are found in the Appendix.
| METHODS
| Data overview
The data used for this study come from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY97) available from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. We use the NLSY97 due to its extensive financial and personal data pertaining to the Millennial generation, along with the availability of parental coresidence information. The NLSY97 is a comprehensive national survey of males and females born between 1980 and 1984 inclusive. Beginning in the year 1997, the NLSY obtained a wide breadth of information ranging from basic demographic information, to more advanced topics pertaining to socioeconomic and individual behavioral characteristics. This survey is preferable to other datasets because it enables a focus on a specific segment of the Millennial generation. A key aspect of this dataset is that it contains information which allows coresidence status to be inferred. The NLSY97 asks participants where their parents live in relation to themselves. From this question four categorical variables were generated: Lives with Mother Only, Lives with Father Only, Lives with Both Parents, and Lives with Neither. gives us an initial sample of 62,888 person-year observations. Furthermore, due to missing data pertaining to parental coresidence, the person-year sample size was decreased to 24,993. The NLSY97 also asks respondents questions regarding financial assets and debt only when the respondents are ages 20, 25, and 30, further decreasing the sample size for the analyses to 3,753 person-year observations.
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At most three asset/debt observations could possibly be recorded per respondent. Within our sample, there are 3,080 respondents represented. Thus, only one observation for most respondents is included in the sample. In our analyses, we do cluster standard errors at the respondent level. However, we are limited in our ability to exploit the panel nature of the data. In accordance with Nielsen and Seay (2014) , we use an unweighted sample since we have "structural goals 6 " with regard to our hypotheses tests. Figure 1 and Tables 1-3 provide summary statistics relevant for the econometric analysis. From Figure 1 , one can see that the majority of Millennials live independently (henceforth known as "Independents"). Table 2 represents percentages of asset and debt ownership by racial group and by gender. For our analysis, we F I G U R E 1 Millennial coresidence status (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) will differentiate between debt in the form of educational loans and general debt (not including educational loans).
| Summary statistics
7 Table 2 shows that independent women have a higher percentage of general debt holding, transaction (checking and savings) account ownership, bond holding, and stock/mutual fund holding than independent men. Table 3 represents the mean and median monetary values for each asset and debt class by racial group and by gender. Table 3 , Panel A shows a larger amount of average and median debt held by Millennial Independents, and difference in means tests reveal these differences between Independents and all parental coresidence categories to be statistically significant (p < 0.01). Statistics for other asset classes and educational loans are reported in Panels B through E. Panel G shows that Independents have higher reported net worth when compared with all parental coresidence categories.
| Probit models
To determine the extent to which parental coresidence affects the probabilities of holding certain asset or debt categories, we first use univariate probit estimations in which the dependent variable is owning/having one of the following asset/debt classes: transaction accounts (safe assets), bonds (safe assets), stocks/mutual funds (risky assets), educational loans, or general debt. Each of these dependent asset/debt class variables are binary (yes to owning, no otherwise), and the independent variables include parental coresidence status dummy variables, and demographic and socioeconomic control variables that previously have been shown in the literature to affect ownership rates. We measure if there are any relationships between coresidence status and the specific dependent variables: 
where Y represents asset/debt class variables, X represents parental coresidence status 8 and W represents respondent characteristic control variables. Details on the individual characteristic variables can be found in the Appendix. As part of the verification process and consistent with the literature pertaining to risk tolerance affecting financial decision-making (Bogan, Just, & Wansink, 2013; Rabin & Thaler, 2001; Sharpe, 1964) , we also use a model specification that controls for risk preferences. 
| Ordinary least-squares
We use an ordinary least-squares (OLS) model to analyze the relationship between parental coresidence and asset/debt value. For each specification, the log of the value of the asset or debt class is used as the dependent variable. Following a similar framework as the probit models, we create the following specification:
where Y represents the log of the monetary value of the asset or debt category, X represents coresidence status, and W includes respondent characteristics, including a risk aversion measure. 
| Tobit models
We also examine Millennial portfolio allocations by measuring the percent of financial assets held in specific asset classes (transaction accounts, stock/mutual funds, and bonds). To create the model, we generate three variables designating the percentage of financial assets each individual respondent holds in transaction accounts, bonds, and stocks/mutual funds. We use the following specification:
where Y represents transaction accounts, bonds, or stocks/mutual funds; X denotes coresidence status; and W contains the respondent characteristic variables.
| Control variables
The respondent characteristic control variables, W, include gender, race, number of respondents' siblings, marital status, number of children, educational level, log of income, unemployment, and managerial/professional occupation. 14 We include gender since prior research studies find strong evidence suggesting gender influences financial decision-making (Bajtelsmit & Bernasek, 1996; Bogan, 2013; McGee, McGee, & Pan, 2015) , race since it has been shown to influence finances (Friedline & Elliott, 2011; Lusardi, 2005; Zhan & Xiang, 2014) , and marital status since prior research shows it to affect household finances and risk tolerances (Bogan, 2013; Hallahan, Faff, & McKenzie, 2004; Yao & Hanna, 2005) . 11 Given that the main independent variables are coresidence status, we also control for the number of respondents' siblings, as a higher number of siblings may make the process of moving back into a parental home or continued coresidence more difficult. We control for the number of respondents' children with dummy variables for one child, two children, and three or more children. 12 We also control for education level, log of income, and unemployment since higher education and larger incomes are correlated with owning more assets and higher net worth, whereas unemployment is correlated with owning fewer assets and lower net worth. The NLSY97 also contains 33 different occupation codes, which we use to create a managerial/professional occupation dummy variable.
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Managerial/professional occupations are more likely to receive benefits such as stock options, and thereby could increase the probability of stock ownership. Table 4 presents the results of Equations (1). Standard errors are clustered at the individual respondent level. For each variable, a negative coefficient denotes being correlated with a decrease in the likelihood of having the debt or asset class, whereas a positive coefficient denotes being correlated with an increase in likelihood. Examining Millennial debt in Panel A shows that living with both parents is associated with a decrease in the likelihood of having debt relative to Independents (p < 0.05). Living with both parents or just one's mother is associated with an increase in the likelihood of having educational loans, relative to Independents (p < 0.05 and p < 0.10, respectively). It is notable that significant results for educational loans are found, despite the substantial subsample size reduction due to lack of intersectional response rates within the NLSY97 (n = 290). In addition, respondents who live with both parents experience a statistically significant decrease in the likelihood of owning transaction accounts 0.202 (with p < 0.10 for each specification). When examining stock and mutual fund ownerships, those who live with both parents exhibit no significant difference in likelihood of owning stocks compared with Independents; however, those who live with their mothers are 0.479 and 0.462 more likely to own stocks compared with Independents (with p < 0.05 and p < 0.10, respectively). Those living with their mothers are also 0.694 and 0.701 less likely to own bonds compared with Independents (with p < 0.05 for both specifications).
| Probit results
The demographic control variables exhibit signs consistent with the literature. Females are significantly more likely to own transaction accounts (p < 0.01). African American and Hispanic Millennials are significantly less likely to own any of the asset classes.
15 Additionally, female Millennials are more likely to have debt compared to their male counterparts by a statistically significant margin (p < 0.01). Since females are more likely to attend college than males (Goldin, Katz, & Kuziemko, 2006) , higher educational loans and postgraduation debt are expected.
| Ordinary least-squares
OLS results for Equation (2) are presented in Table 5 . Consistent with the probit models showing the likelihood of owning debt to be significantly lower among individuals living with both parents, the results show only those who live with both parents to consistently have lower debt balances (p < 0.05). The results also show females having higher debt levels than their male counterparts in all specifications (p < 0.01). Those with higher education, those who are cohabiting with a significant other/married, and those with higher reported incomes also have higher debt levels (p < 0.01).
Monetary values of transaction and stock/mutual fund accounts produce similar findings. Those who live with both parents have higher valued transaction accounts and stock/mutual funds relative to Independents (p < 0.05). Those living with their mothers also hold lower amounts in bonds relative to Independents; this is in addition to lower likelihoods of owning bonds as discussed in Section 5.1. Females have significantly higher amounts in their transaction accounts (p < 0.01), yet do not have significantly different stock/mutual fund values. Consistent with prior literature are racial differences for stock/mutual fund amounts, with African Americans (p < 0.01) and Hispanics (p < 0.01) having lower amounts than Non-African American/Non-Hispanics (Bogan, 2014) . Those with bachelor degrees or higher also have lower values in transaction accounts (p < 0.01).
| Tobit models
Using a Tobit specification, we test if coresidence status affects the percentage of total financial assets Millennials hold in transaction accounts and bonds. Table 6 presents results for Equation (3) . The Tobit specifications show no statistically significant difference with transaction accounts Note. ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. Abbreviation: GED, General Education Development. 
T A B L E 5 Debt and asset values
| Robustness checks-Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS) IV model
We originally propose in hypothesis (H3) that Millennials use coresidence to reduce the effects of burdensome debt. In other words, it is a mechanism to reduce debt levels, mirroring the unemployment "insurance policy" concept from Kaplan (2012) . However, young adults may have the incentive to accumulate more unsecured debt while living with their parents to smooth consumption, as the need for financial independency may not be an immediate concern.
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Consequently, one potential concern may be that our main coresidence independent variables could have simultaneity issues with the dependent variables.
To address these issues of simultaneity, we utilize an instrumental variable (IV) probit model with a two-stage least-squares approach to address the question of causality between the coresidence and the debt variables. In order to disentangle parental coresidence from the debt simultaneity loop, we use sexual activity as an IV.
18 For this specification, we consolidate the three parental coresidence statuses to Lives with a Parent and accordingly assign the IV. Intuitively, young adult children are less likely to engage in sexual activity when coresiding with one or both of their parents, and engagement in such behaviors are likely to nudge the young adults towards independence or be a source of household contention (White, 2002) . Note. ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. Abbreviation: GED, General Education Development.
T A B L E 6 Asset class as a percent of financial assets
Variables H5b
Panel Correlation tests between the chosen IV and the coresidence status variable, presented in Table 7 , indicate a clear positive correlation between sexual activity and living independently and indicate a clear negative correlation between sexual activity and living with a parent(s). Correspondingly, the Wald test for exogeneity (see Table 8 ) indicates the IV is exogenous with respect to the dependent debt variable of interest. 19 Neither existing literature nor correlation tests show any associations between sexual activity and propensity to have debt. Consequently, we assert that sexual activity is a suitable IV and we treat it as exogenous.
The IV probit specification is run using general debt as the dependent variable.
20 Table 8 presents the first and second-stage IV probit results. The results show being sexually active has a significant negative association with the coresidence variable (p < 0.05), and second stage results consistently show parental coresidence significantly decreasing the likelihood of having debt (p < 0.05). The causal inference derived is that coresidence decreases the likelihood of owning debt. These findings are consistent with the assertion that Millennials choose to reside with parents as a strategy to decrease debt.
T A B L E 6 (Continued)
Graduate ( Note. ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. Abbreviation: GED, General Education Development. 
T A B L E 7 Instrumental variable correlations
| LIMITATIONS AND AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
These findings provide useful insights for future research conducted on Millennial investment decision-making. The analysis suggests parental coresidence is used as a mechanism for Millennial debt reduction, and upon living with parents, portfolio strategies and asset accumulation is affected. However, there are some key data limitations. Coresidency questions are only asked between 2003 and 2009 and there are no questions pertaining to coresidency duration in the NLSY97. We have no specific information regarding whether or not the option to return to a parents' home is even available to a particular respondent. Furthermore, we do not have data to enable us to quantify the threshold for which an individual chooses to move back with their parents, chooses to remain coresiding, or chooses to remain independent. These key limitations about the nature of Millennial coresidency underscore the need for future research to unpack the critical links between young adult coresidence and financial decision-making behavior. This is critical for households, policymakers, and financial institutions with regard to financial education and management of assets and debt in order to encourage full financial independency of Millennials.
| CONCLUSION
The purpose of this paper is to analyze the effect of parental coresidence (Boomerang Bias) on Millennial financial decision-making. Through the use of a series of econometric models, we find strong evidence that living with a parent(s) affects debt behavior, asset account ownership, and asset levels.
We find Millennials coresiding with their mothers exhibit an increased likelihood of stock ownership, a decreased likelihood of bond ownership, and an increased likelihood of having educational loans. Our results also indicate that Millennials coresiding with their mothers have higher educational loans values and lower bond values. Further, probit results indicate that Millennials who live with both parents exhibit a lower probability of holding debt relative to Independents. Our OLS results indicate that those living with both parents have higher valued transaction accounts and stocks and this is combined with contemporaneous decreases in the likelihood of owning general debt and general debt value.
If debt tolerance levels are heterogeneous among the Millennial population, there can be many different strategies to compensate for debt (i.e., move back with parents and pay off debt with liquid assets, or remain independent and tackle debt in other ways, including but not limited to, liquidation of stocks/mutual funds). Our IV results provide further support for the concept of the "Boomerang Kids," 21 or those who return to their parents after leaving, using the option of parental coresidence as an "insurance policy" to hedge against burdensome debt (Kaplan, 2012) . Upon returning to parental coresidence, or continual coresidence after having never left, the likelihood of having debt is thereby reduced relative to Independents. Note. ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. Abbreviation: GED, General Education Development.
However, growth in liquid asset accumulation is not exhibited as consequence. One possible explanation could be transaction accounts are first used to offset the debt levels. With aggregate debt, financial assets, and net worth valuations having no significant differences between the coresidence statuses, it can be inferred that debt tolerance levels are heterogeneous amongst the Millennial population, thus allowing for differing strategies to compensate for debt. Overall, our findings provide useful insights for future research conducted on Millennial investment decisionmaking. Moreover, understanding behavioral factors that influence Millennial financial behavior could enable this generation to become less financially vulnerable and avoid financial pitfalls with potentially long-term negative effects. These results also have important implications with regard to household finance and financial planning. If this Millennial trend to coreside with parents is due to the desire to reduce leverage, parents should understand that their planning and investment horizon with regard to dependent children may be longer than was previously anticipated. 2 Substantial literature and anecdotal evidence give reasons as to why many young adults return to dwell with their parents. While this paper discusses financial implications from living with parents, other studies including Johnson (2013) and Mitchell (1998) focus on psychological/family nurturing structures as reasons for young adult coresidence. 3 Delays in marriage, which are not unique to Millennials and are noted in various literatures, result in delayed young adult independence, especially for males. More information on this sociological trend can be found in Glick and Lin (1986) . 4 No questions pertaining to coresidency duration are available in the NLSY97. 5 The following data assumptions were made with regard to financial asset values. The NLSY97 separately asks if a respondent owns a specific account, and how much it is valued. "Financial Assets" is the sum of amounts in transaction accounts, stock/mutual funds, bonds, and pension/retirement accounts. However, some respondents report missing responses for amounts in some accounts, yet "Financial Assets" are reported as $0.00. As each asset class is a subset of "Financial Assets," $0.00 in "Financial Assets" implies $0.00 in transaction accounts, stock/mutual funds, bonds, and pension/retirement accounts, therefore overriding any missing values as $0.00. Whether or not the respondent answered "yes" or "no" to owning an individual account cannot be determined, since it is possible for respondents to "own" individual accounts, but with a $0.00 balance. More detail on ownership assumptions are found in Table A1 and Table A2 . 6 Structural goals are goals that focus on understanding the relationship among the independent and dependent variables, not goals focused on predicting population parameters. 7 Descriptions of each asset/debt category can be found in the Appendix. 8 "Lives with Neither" is the omitted variable. 9 The NLSY97 measures risk aversion by asking respondents three rounds of lottery questions and scores responses based on the level of risk tolerance. Respondent scores range from 1 (low risk tolerance) to 4 (high risk tolerance). For this paper, we identify respondents as "risk seeking" if they received a score of 4. The full distribution of respondent scores is presented in Table A3 . 10 More details on these variables are found in the Appendix.
11 Marital status is collapsed into four dummy variables. "Never Married, Not Cohabiting [with a significant other]" represent 59.29% of the sample, "Never Married, Cohabiting" represents 15.56% of the sample, "Married" represents 22.54% of the sample, and "Separated, Divorced, Widowed" were collapsed as it represents only 2.61% of the sample. "Never Married, Not Cohabiting [with a significant other]" is the omitted variable. 12 Number of children is used to create dummy variables for no children, one child, two children, and three or more children, allowing for nonlinear effects of each additional child. "No Children" represents 76.93% of the sample, "One Child" represents 14.18% of the sample, "Two Children" represents 6.69% of the sample, and "Three or More Children" were collapsed as it represents only 2.21% of the sample. "No Children" is the omitted variable. 13 The creation of the managerial/professional occupation dummy variable is described in the Appendix. 14 More information about the construction of these variables can be found in Appendix Table A4 . 15 African American Millennials are less likely to own bonds (p < 0.10) and transaction accounts (p < 0.01); stock/mutual fund ownership results were indeterminable. Hispanic Millennials are less likely to own stock/mutual funds (p < 0.01), bonds (p < 0.01), and transaction accounts (p < 0.01). 16 Results for stocks as a percentage of total financial assets were indeterminable. 17 Recall Cobb-Clark and Gørgens (2014) which stated young adults receiving financial support were in some cases less likely to be employed, or studying [in college]. 18 The NLSY97 contains multiple questions pertaining to sexual activity. For this study, we use the variable "Sex Since the Date of Last Interview" (Or "Sex Since DLI") to create a dummy variable which is denoted by 1 for "yes" and 0 otherwise, as a sexually active IV. 19 While the binary variable "Owns Debt (Y/N)" appears to have a weak correlation with "Sex Since DLI", the debt value variable has no correlation with "Sex Since DLI". Additionally, we perform the Wald test for exogeneity which suggests "Sex Since DLI" is in fact exogenous with respect to "Owns Debt (Y/N)" and the debt value variables. 20 For the other asset and debt categories, the lack of intersectional response rates between sexual activity and parental coresidence caused our end sample size to be too small for conclusive results. The private nature of the IV response, especially when tied to parental coresidence, explains this incongruence. 21 The term "Boomerang Kid" was first coined by Okimoto and Stegall (1987 • Log of stocks/mutual funds: The natural logarithm of respondent's reported market value stock/mutual funds.
• Owns bonds: A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the respondent owns corporate or municipal bonds, treasury bills, or CDs.
• Log of bonds: The natural logarithm of the respondent's reported bond values.
• Has educational loan: A dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if the respondent has reported borrowing any monetary value from the government, private lender, or family member for the purposes of education.
• Log of educational loan: The natural logarithm of the respondent's reported educational loan value.
• Log of financial assets: The natural logarithm of respondent's total reported financial assets as reported by the NLSY97 created variable. These assets include the value of transaction accounts, stocks/mutual funds, bonds, pension/retirement accounts, and tax-advantaged accounts. This does not include assets from real estate, land, or similar tangible assets.
• Log of net worth: The natural logarithm of the respondent's total financial assets, nonfinancial assets, primary housing, minus liabilities including housing debt, educational debt, and other debts.
• Percent in transaction accounts: The percentage of a respondent's financial assets held in transaction accounts, and is generated by taking the monetary value of the transaction accounts divided by the monetary value of financial assets.
• Percent in stocks/mutual funds: The percentage of a respondent's financial assets held in stocks/mutual funds, and is generated by taking the monetary value of stocks/mutual funds divided by the monetary value of financial assets.
• Percent in bonds: The percentage of a respondent's financial assets held in bonds, and is generated by taking the monetary value of bonds divided by the monetary value of financial assets.
Respondent characteristic variables
• Lives with mother: A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent lives with his/her mother only, 0 otherwise. • Lives with father: A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent Lives with his/her father only, 0 otherwise. • Lives with both: A dummy variable which takes on a value of 1 if the respondent lives with both parents, 0 otherwise. Note: A respondent who responds 0 to all three of the above is an Independent. The coresidence variables were generated using the NLSY97 question which separately asks the respondent the distance to father, and distance to mother from where he or she lives. In 
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